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Friends of Patterson Park was formed to re-
vitalize the Park, restore the boat lake and the
Pagoda, which serves as the centerpiece for
summer concerts, and build a new playground
for the growing number of children who live in
the community. In 2002, the Patterson Park
Charter School was formed by residents to en-
tice young families to stay in the neighbor-
hood.

| urge my colleagues in the U.S. House of
Representatives to join me in saluting the ac-
complishments of the PPCDC and its partners
and in commending them for their work in
East Baltimore. Their efforts to revitalize Pat-
terson Park have become a model for other
communities around the Nation.
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Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today to confront a question of central
importance to our Nation: are we doing every-
thing we should to protect our Nation from ter-
rorism?

This is not a threat we can afford to under-
estimate. The terrorists’ means of organiza-
tion, communication, and attack challenge our
intelligence community, our armed forces, and
our domestic law enforcement agencies in fun-
damentally new ways.

We must take the fight to the terrorists, but
that does not mean we must sacrifice our
moral leadership in the international commu-
nity. We must defend our homeland from at-
tacks, but we must also avoid self-inflicted
damage to the values we stand for and the lib-
erties of our people. Our strategy cannot be
merely aggressive; it must also be smart and
efficient, and it must be true to the values that
make us American.

We must not only kill and capture specific
terrorists and dismantle their organizations.
We must also reduce the number of new ter-
rorists and organizations that might exist to-
morrow. Ultimately, we will win this war not by
denying the rights of detainees and not by law
enforcement excesses, but by protecting the
integrity of our free and democratic society,
and by repairing our diplomacy and showing
the world that there is a better way.

The Bush Administration has repeatedly im-
plied that Americans must be prepared to set
aside moral considerations, American values,
and America’s image in the world if such con-
cerns get in the way of the aggressive pursuit
of terrorists. In reality, such a strategic blind-
ness will hamper our ability to win the war on
terrorism. An anti-terrorism strategy informed
by moral considerations, American values, and
our effort to lead the world by example is con-
sistent with an anti-terrorism strategy that pur-
sues terrorists smartly, effectively, and aggres-
sively. What's more, such a strategy augments
our efforts because it unites the American
people—and the world—behind us.

Following the 9—11 attacks, President Bush
had two choices. The first option was to create
and implement a smart, bipartisan anti-terrorist
strategy. Such a strategy would have been fo-
cused on devoting sufficient troops and re-
sources to Afghanistan to bring down the
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Taliban, find and incapacitate Osama bin
Laden and his lieutenants, and enable that na-
tion’s successful reconstruction—not just in
the capital but in the outlying areas that we
have never fully secured.

The President could have capitalized on the
tremendous outpouring of public support in the
wake of the attacks to build bridges between
our nation and the rest of the world, including
the millions of moderate Muslims who hold no
sympathy for the terrorists who are hijacking
their religion. He would have proactively
sought a resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, which has historically been the largest
source of inspiration for new generations of
terrorists. (The Iraq war can now lay claim to
that ignoble reputation.) And he would have
more significantly bolstered our defense and
intelligence assets to prevent future attacks
and dismantle terrorist networks.

Instead, the President chose a second op-
tion that has simply failed to meet the stand-
ard of an intelligent anti-terrorism strategy. He
diverted resources from the hunt for bin Laden
to prepare for and initiate a war of choice in
Irag—a war, incidentally, that has made the
threat of terrorism worse, not better. The re-
cent National Intelligence Estimate makes this
quite clear.

In doing so, President Bush left Afghanistan
vulnerable to the resurgence of the Taliban we
have seen over the last several months, re-
sulting in a deteriorating security environment
in that country five years after we supposedly
defeated them. He has undertaken policies
that have seriously undermined public support
for the U.S. in the Islamic world and beyond,
including policies that cultivated a culture with-
in the military and the intelligence community
that have tolerated and even encouraged the
abuse of detainees—many of whom were later
determined to be innocent bystanders. He has
largely neglected the lIsraeli-Palestinian con-
flict, with disastrous results for Israel, Leb-
anon, and the entire Middle East region.

David Schanzer, one of my constituents and
director of the Triangle Center on Terrorism,
got it right in a recent op-ed. He wrote: “Unfor-
tunately, we have made no progress, and in
fact may have lost ground, in the ideological
conflict that is fueling jihadist violence around
the globe.”

So | ask today: are we doing everything we
should to protect our nation against another
terrorist attack? Is President Bush pursuing a
smart, effective strategy to win the war on ter-
rorism? The answer to these questions is
clearly “no.”

This week in the House, we are debating
two prominent components of the President’s
strategy to fight terrorism: a bill to grant the
President the right to circumvent checks by
the judiciary to wiretap the phones of Amer-
ican citizens, and a bill to establish an
extrajudiciary system for trying detained ter-
rorist suspects. These bills are both clear ex-
amples of how the President continues to
make the wrong choices in the war on ter-
rorism.

There is no doubt that we need a more ex-
tensive and sophisticated wiretapping program
directed at those who mean us harm, both
outside and inside the United States. That is
not the question. The question is who should
make decisions that balance civil liberties with
surveillance needs. The Administration says
“just trust us.” To that, we say a resounding
no. This is not merely because the Attorney
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General and the Bush administration have
proved unreliable stewards of our liberties. It
also recognizes what our founding fathers
knew quite well, that balancing power among
institutions with different functional roles is the
essential to our form of government. The ex-
ecutive branch is in the business of putting
criminals and terrorists in jail; the judicial
branch is in the business of interpreting the
law and the Constitution, and protecting indi-
vidual rights. Neither can effectively do the job
of the other.

The 1978 FISA law established procedures
governing how the Federal Government can
constitutionally collect foreign intelligence, in-
cluding the ability to gather intelligence imme-
diately in urgent situations and to obtain a
warrant post-facto. Unfortunately, this adminis-
tration feels that protecting the constitutional
rights of its citizens has become too cum-
bersome. Instead of abiding by current law,
the administration has chosen to make up new
ones. And now that we have called the admin-
istration on this violation of the law, it is asking
Congress to formally authorize its practices. In
essence, the administration is telling us that
we have to choose between being safe and
being free. |, for one, am not willing to accept
this overly simple analysis or the proposed
wiretapping bill.

We do not yet know what provisions will be
included in the House bill, but the President’s
proposal would allow warrantless surveillance
of international calls and e-mails of American
citizens without any evidence that they are
conspiring with terrorist organizations. The
communications of Americans would only be
protected if the National Security Administra-
tion “reasonably believes” all senders and re-
cipients are in the U.S. Essentially this provi-
sion would allow anybody communicating with
family or friends outside the U.S. to be mon-
itored at any given time without any real jus-
tification or oversight.

In addition, the President’s proposal would
pre-approve warrantless searches on all
Americans following a terrorist attack in the
United States for up to 45 days. | know the in-
vestigations that take place in the days and
weeks following a terrorist attack are crucial in
apprehending all of those involved, and |
agree that we need to make sure the intel-
ligence community has whatever resources it
needs. However, providing pre-approval to the
President to violate the 4th amendment of the
Constitution after an attack is completely un-
necessary. Current law already allows the
President reasonable exemptions in these sit-
uations, and if extensions are needed, he sim-
ply needs to request judicial approval.

The second key terrorism bill under debate
in the House this week would establish a sys-
tem for bringing detained terrorist suspects to
trial. Again, there is wide and bipartisan agree-
ment that this issue must be addressed. But
President Bush has once again failed to
choose the smart and morally acceptable way
to do it.

Over the past 3 years, many of us have
watched in horror as new details about the
Bush administration’s treatment of detainees
have been revealed. Torture, arbitrary arrest
and detention, indefinite imprisonment—Ameri-
cans used to think of these as charges off the
pages of reports about other countries, not as
sanctioned American policies. While some of
us have spoken out against these practices
since they became public, recent actions by



